In selecting variables for scaling in the California Psychological Inventory (CPI; Gough, 1957) , two principles were of central importance. The first was that the dimensions should possess the widest possible relevance for social and interpersonal behavior. Relevance here signifies extent or range of implications for situations in the life of any one individual, and also extent or range of applicability to different societies and cultures. Contextual validity, of the sort envisaged, would appear almost by definition to be embodied in the folk concept, that is, in those analytic and classificatory concepts which arise directly and immediately out of interpersonal living and which therefore may be presumed to be culturally universal.
The rationale for this choice of variables should be clear. If an inventory is intended for use in the study of interpersonal and interactional behavior, then a plausible focus of measurement would be on those concepts which are universally employed to describe and analyze such behavior. A first aim of the inventory, therefore, is to attempt to provide measures of a selected number of these folk dimensions of social behavior.
Its second emphasis is on those qualities of interpersonal disposition which are intrinsically favorable, or which may be hypothesized as important determiners of positive and socially constructive behavioral outcomes. In certain specific, and perhaps simple, instances the forecasting of these outcomes may be accomplished by a single scale or measure; more often, interpretation and prediction must rest on a pattern or combination of measures. Scholastic achievement, for example, may be predicted from the two need: achievement scales of the CPI, but a more accurate forecast may be derived from a constellation of six scales (Gough, 1964) . In general, the more complex and multi-faceted the behavioral pattern which is to be forecast, the more likely will it be that a cluster or combination of variables will exceed the best that can be done with a single scale.
In this paper attention will be centered on one such pattern, that of social maturity. In every culture there is a process of social development, in which the individual may move from an untutored, egocentric status to a condition of interpersonal affiliation and harmony in the circumstances of social governance. No one begins fully estranged or alienated, and no one ends by being fully socialized or assimilated. But everyone, at each stage of his life, occupies an identifiable locus on this implicit scale of development, and the concept of social maturity is therefore universally meaningful.
The Socialization scale (Gough, 1960; Gough & Peterson, 1952) is directly relevant to this concept of social maturity, and one would expect to find it in any cluster on the inventory developed to assess the concept. Socialization, however, is not the same as social maturity. Socialization involves the in-ternalization of rules, constraints, and values, with an emphasis on their preservation and maintenance.
Social maturity, in its highest form, involves the creation of new order, and hence the destruction of old order. The highly socialized individual can live by the rules, however oppressive, and in fact welcomes their challenge. The socially mature individual, on the other hand, although able to adapt to convention, is receptive to change and innovation, and under repressive conditions may set himself against the established order. The significance of this for measurement is that one should expect a combination of scales to do better than the So scale alone in identifying persons characterized by greater or lesser degrees of social maturity.
METHOD AND PROCEDURE
From the research files on the CPI, a large and heterogeneous sample of nondelinquent males (N = 4,628) was selected to represent average or aboveaverage levels of social maturity. This sample was composed of 1,220 high school students, 2,000 college students, and 1,408 employed adult males including occupations such as electronic technician, machine operator, correctional officer, bank mana- ger, city school official, psychiatric aide, research scientist, architect, and business executive.
To represent a lower level of social maturity, 1,290 institutionalized delinquent and adult prison inmates were chosen. About half of these came from Youth Authority agencies in California, and the remainder from adult centers in California and other states.
For purposes of analysis, an initial sample of 2,146 nondelinquents (proportionately drawn from the three categories) versus 881 delinquents was defined, and a cross-validating sample of 2,482 nondelinquents versus 409 delinquents. The delinquents and nondelinquents were compared on each of the 18 scales of the inventory and on two regression equations developed in the first sample and crossvalidated in the second.
For cross-cultural validation, a sample of 659 nondelinquent Italian men was contrasted with a sample of 38 males in an Italian penal institution. To extend the range of implications of the equations, a sample of 78 college students who had been identified as cheaters or noncheaters on examinations (Hetherington & Feldman, 1964) was studied. Another validational sample consisted of 659 highschool males from five different cities. In each school the principal was asked to nominate three or four boys in each class who were very high on the trait of "responsibility," and an equal number who were very low. These nominations may be conceived of as a partial criterion of social maturity. Fifty boys were nominated as "highs" and 51 as "lows."
Finally, to specify the conceptual and psychological implications of the equations (cf. Gough, 1965) , adjectival analyses were conducted in three samples: 100 military officers studied in personality assessment (MacKinnon, Crutchfteld, Barren, Block, Gough, & Harris, 1958) , and a fraternity (41 males) and a sorority (45 females) at the University of California. Table 1 presents statistical data derived from a comparison of delinquents and nondelinquents in the original sample. Seventeen of the 18 scales of the inventory differentiate significantly between the two groups, and in each instance the nondelinquents attain higher scores. If point-biserial correlations are used to indicate the magnitude of the relationships, the highest coefficient, as would be expected, is given by the Socialization scale with a coefficient of +.66; the next highest is Responsibility, with a coefficient of +.61, and the third highest is Tolerance, with a coefficient of +.51.
FINDINGS
Two regression equations were next developed, using a stepwise multiple-correlation technique programed for the 7090 Computer at the University of California Computer Center.
1 In this analysis, the nondelinquents were assigned scores of 2 and the delinquents scores of 1. The first equation includes the optimum set of three variables yielded by the analysis; the number of variables was set at three so that this first equation would not be too cumbersome for hand calculation. The second equation includes six variables, and affords a more precise and accurate differentiation when a computing facility is available.
Social Maturity #1 = 25.701
Social Maturity #2 = 28.062 + .148Do + .334Re + .S12So
The weights in the two equations are the computing weights, for use with raw scores on the scales, and the constants are set so that the average scores for each equation on an unselected sample of males will be SO. Interpretation of the equations will be deferred until cross-validating and other data have been presented, but the variables in each equation may be named at this point. Equation 1 includes the Responsibility and Socialization scales with positive weights, and the Good Impression scale with a negative weight; Equation 2 includes Dominance, Responsibility, Socialization, and Flexibility with positive weights, and Good Impression and Communality with negative loadings.
Cross-validation of the scales of the inventory and the two equations is offered in Table 2. As before, 17 of the 18 scales of the inventory differentiate significantly between the delinquent and nondelinquent groups, and in each instance the nondelinquents attain higher scores. The two equations also discriminate significantly between the two groups.
The point-biserial correlations in Table 2 are consistently lower than those in Table 1 , the principal reason being the shift in proportion of cases in the delinquent and nondelinquent categories (29% delinquent, 71% nondelinquent in the original sample, and versus 86% in the cross-validating sample); for a given mean difference and total variance, the magnitude of the pointbiserial will decrease as the split of the sample departs from SO-SO.
However, the ordering of the scales of the inventory is similar in both instances. In Table 2 , the highest coefficient is found for the Socialization scale ( + .52), the next highest for Responsibility (+.50), and the third highest for Tolerance (+.44). The two equations, as anticipated, exceed all of these values: for Equation 1 the point biserial was + .60, and for Equation 2 the coefficient was + .63.
CROSS-CULTURAL VALIDATION
The next step in the analysis was the crosscultural validation. Scores on both equations were computed for a sample of 659 Italian males tested on the Italian edition of the Inventory, 2 and likewise for a sample of 38 These significant t ratios for the two equations in the Italian comparisons give confirmation to the propositions advanced earlier about cross-cultural relevance and validity. The question now becomes one of screening efficiency. If the two equations are used to classify individuals as higher or lower on the social maturity continuum, what level of accuracy will be attained? The frequency distributions presented in Table 3 provide evidence on this query.
The degree of discrimination is to some extent visually apparent, and the four t ratios document the significance of these differences. A more precise indication of screening efficiency may be provided by the percentage of subjects in each distribution equaling or exceeding a specified cutting score. A convenient cutting score for the American samples would be 50. For Equation 1, 65% of the nondelinquents scored at or above 50, and 5% of the delinquents were in this category. The ratio of nondelinquents to delinquents over all four comparisons is roughly 12-1, better than the 4-1 or 5-1 ratio which one might anticipate in a random ordering of cases.
Cutting scores could also be set so as to maximize the identification of delinquents. For scores of 44 and below, in the American samples, Equation 1 would identify 69% of the delinquents and 6% of the nondelinquents; the same cutting score on Equation 2 would identify 73% of the delinquents and 4% of the nondelinquents. For scores of 43 and below in the Italian samples, Equation 1 would identify 50% of the delinquents versus 8% of the nondelinquents, and for Equation 2 the figures would be 58% versus 8%.
To aid in visualizing the configurational relationships which are diagnostic of higher and lower degrees of social maturity, the two profiles in Figure 1 have been prepared.
From the cross-validating sample, the 25 men with highest scores on Equation 2 were identified, and a mean profile computed; this is the profile in Figure 1 drawn with a solid line. Similarly, a mean profile has been drawn (dotted line) for the 25 men with lowest scores on the equation.
On 17 of the scales, the more mature men score higher (p < .05 in each instance); on one scale, Good Impression, the more mature men score lower, although the difference is not significant. For the more mature sample, the highest points on the profile are on the scales for Dominance and Socialization, with next highest means on Responsibility, SelfAcceptance, and Achievement via Independence. Two scores are below the baseline of 50-Self-Control and Good Impression. The low points on the profile for the less mature subjects are on the scales for Responsibility and Socialization, with next lowest values on Intellectual Efficiency, Achievement via Conformance, and Tolerance.
The first profile is clearly indicative of an effective, well-socialized individual who is nonetheless free in the expression of impulse, and little bound by any superficial desire to please others or to do just what they want. The second profile, equally clearly, is that of an individual in severe friction with his environment, ineffective in utilizing his abilities, and dubious concerning the trustworthiness and integrity of others.
VALIDATION WITHIN NONDELIQUENT SAMPLES A recent study by Hetherington and Feldman (1964) reported an analysis of college students who did or did not cheat on a set of course examinations.
8 By various techniques of observation and checking, it was discovered that 46 out of 78 students observed cheated one or more times. The two social maturity equations, if valid within the nondelinquent range, should differentiate between the two groups.
Equation 1 gave a mean of 50.78, standard deviation 4.46 for the 32 noncheaters, and 47.74, standard deviation 4.85, for the 46 who cheated. The difference of 3.04 was significant at the .01 level (t = 2.78). Because of the continuous nature of the distribution, it seems permissible to compute a biserial correlation; this was done, with a coefficient of +.39 being obtained. Using a cutting score of 51, 50 of the 78 students would be correctly classified as cheaters or noncheaters, an accuracy percentage of 64.
Equation 2 yielded a mean of 51.50, standard deviation 4.74, for noncheaters, and a mean of 48.72, standard deviation 4.87 for cheaters. The difference of 2.78 is significant at the .05 level (t = 2.47), and the biserial correlation coefficient was +.35. Again, using a cutting score of 51 or above, 47 of the 78 students would be correctly classified, an accuracy percentage of 60. The chance level of accuracy would be given by calling all students cheaters, which would give correct identification of 46, an accuracy percentage of 59.
The next data for validation come from a new sample of high school males (N -565) , not used in either the original or cross-validating analyses already reported. The principals in the schools where this testing was done were asked to nominate students who were especially high and especially low on the trait of social responsibility. Of the 565 students, 50 were nominated as "highs" and 51 as "lows" on responsibility. Arbitrary scores of 3, 2, and 1 were assigned to students in the high, unnominated, and low groups. Scores on Equations 1 and 2 were computed for all students, and correlated with the criterion of responsibility; the coefficients were +.38 for Equation 1 and +.37 for Equation 2. Both coefficients, although of only moderate magnitude, are highly significant statistically. The correlation between the two equations was +.95.
DESCRIPTIVE IMPLICATIONS
The final analyses to be reported concern the descriptive or interpersonal implications of the equations. The question asked is "what kind of person is it, in an everyday descriptive sense, who obtains a higher or lower score on the equations?" The instrument used to provide these descriptions is the Adjective Check List (Gough & Heilbrun, 1965) , and the theoretical rationale underlying this method of specifying the meaning of test scores or other variables is presented in an earlier paper by the writer (Gough, 1965) .
Three samples were utilized in the analyses: 100 military officers, assessed in a series of 5-day programs at the Institute of Personality Assessment and Research of the University of California; 41 members of a University of California fraternity, and 45 members of a University of California sorority. Staff psychologists provided the adjectival descriptions of the 100 officers, and the descriptions for the two living groups came from checklists completed by the members about each other. In each of the three samples, a descriptive score on each word of the List may be obtained by counting the number of times that word has been checked by the observers; these adjectival totals may then be correlated with any other variables which are to be studied. Adjectival correlations with Equation 1 scores were computed separately for the college-student samples, and then averaged. The 10 highest correlations were: organized, reliable, responsible, capable, conscientious, mannerly, steady, self-controlled, tactful, and foresighted. The 10 lowest correlations were distractible, flirtatious, daring, reckless, unconventional, quick, defensive, careless, forgetful, and selfish. Among the college students, using peer descriptions as the source of observation, Equation 1 also generates a continuum having definite connotations for interpersonal behavior.
For Equation 2, the averages for the fraternity, sorority, and military samples were 52.18, 54.74, and 50.62, with standard deviations of 2.43, 2.88, and 2.43. For the military sample, the 10 words most differentially used to describe men with high scores were: rational, dependable, idealistic, reflective, calm, steady, wholesome, clear-thinking, organized, and reserved. The 10 words used most differentially to describe men with low scores were: shallow, intolerant, fickle, hurried, weak, nervous, temperamental, frivolous, zany, and distractible.
In the fraternity and sorority samples, the correlations for Equation 2 were computed separately, and then averaged as before. The 10 words used most typically to describe students with high scores were: tactful, reliable, capable, foresighted, mature, organized, dependable, responsible, stable, and wise. The 10 words used most typically to describe stu-dents with low scores were: defensive, unconventional, rude, coarse, distractible, noisy, obnoxious, blustery, loud, and tactless. The magnitude of these relations may be indicated by citing the averaged coefficients of +.39 for tactful, +.37 for reliable, -.35 for defensive, and -.30 for rude.
DISCUSSION
Social maturity, or interpersonal maturity, is a behavioral criterion which ought to be predictable from the CPI. Furthermore, it is a criterion having cross-cultural status, and which therefore should be predictable from the same basic pattern of CPI variables in any culture.
The first step in the analysis of this problem is to define a pattern or cluster of variables on the inventory which can identify individuals manifesting higher or lower levels of maturity. Two such equations were developed, one containing only three variables and adapted for hand calculation, and the other containing six scales and recommended for use where machine facilities are available and where precise specification of the maturity continuum is desired.
Both equations appear to be quite effective in distinguishing between more and less delinquent samples in the United States, and the differentiation was almost as good in an Italian comparison. Correlations with other indices of interpersonal maturity, such as cheating versus not cheating in course examinations and ratings of social responsibility, were statistically significant although not high.
Perhaps the strongest evidence pertaining to the psychological meaning of the equations comes from the adjectival analyses. In three samples, including males and females, students and adults, and peer ratings and ratings by psychologists, there was clear specification of a continuum of interpersonal implications. High scorers on both equations are consistently described as dependable, reliable, responsible, mature, and capable, and low scorers are consistently seen as distractible, impulsive, defensive, temperamental, and intolerant.
The variables included in the equations are consonant with these findings, and with the theoretical goal of assessing the construct of social maturity. The trait combination, as delineated in Equation 2, stresses socialization and responsibility, to be sure, but also includes emphases on flexibility and constructive leadership. And at the other end it weights negatively any disposition to respond in a purely favorable or perfunctory manner. The high-scoring man, one could say, although basically stable and self-disciplined is nonetheless open to new experience, relatively free of petty conventionality and the suppression of impulse, and hence in a position to alter as well as to preserve his culture.
